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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR Id 14 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114, Applicant's submission filed on 09/14/04 
has been entered. 

2. This communication is responsive to Amendment filed 09/14/2004. 

3. Claims 1,5-11, 15-21, 25-30 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 11,21 are 
independent claims. In the Amendment, claims 1, 11, 21 have been amended. This 
action is made non-Final. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: In claim 1, step h), 
"re-designating said source database" should be read as "re-designating said second 
database". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1,5-8, 11, 15-18, 21, 25-28, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Boothby et al. (US Patent No. 6,044,381), in view of Kodama et al. 
(US Patent No. 6,374,262 Bl), and in view of King et al. (US Patent No. 6,694,337 Bl), 
and further in view of Boothby et al. (US Patent No. 6,532,480 Bl). 
As to claims 1, 11, 21, Boothby ('38 1) teaches: 

"a) designating a first database as a source database and a second database as a 
target database" at col. 2, line 33 to col. 3, line 58; 

"c) provided that said first modification flag is set, propagating said first data 
record in said source database to said first data record in said target database" at col. 4, 
line 59 to col. 5, line 41, col. 2, lines 56-65, col. 12, lines 49-65; 

Although Boothby ('38 1) teaches step "b) determining a state of a first 
modification flag contained in a first data record in said source database, wherein said 
first modification flag indicates that said first data record in said source database has been 
modified" at col. 4, line 59 to col. 5, line 41, col. 2, line 23 to col. 3, line 3; Boothby 
('381) does not specifically teach "wherein a value of said first modification flag, 
indicative of a particular event, is set upon an occurrence of said particular event". 
Kodama teaches this limitation at col. 6, lines 38-66. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Kodama' s teachings would have 
allowed Boothby ('381)'s to successfully collect and distribute the current latest and 
correct data when update contention has occurred in the replication among servers. 

Boothby ('381), Kodama do not expressly teach "d) provided that said first 
modification flag is not set comparing a first modification count contained in said first 



Application/Control Number: 09/710,605 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2167 

data record in said source database with a second modification count contained in said 
first data record in said target database, said first and second modification counts each 
being a value indicating how many times said first data record in said source database 
and said first data record in said target database has been modified respectively". 
However, King teaches this limitation at col. 2, lines 1-47, col. 3, lines 11-24. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because King's teachings would have allowed 
Boothby ('381)'s to accurately and easily keep track of which records were changed, 
added or deleted and ensure that changes are made to a source databases are propagated 
to its target databases and vice versa. 

Boothby ('381), Kodama do not specifically teach "e) provided that said first 
modification count has a higher value than said second modification count, propagating 
said first data record in said source database to said first data record in said target 
database, wherein said steps a) through e) can be completed without comparing raw data 
of said first data record and said corresponding data record". However, King teaches this 
limitation at col. 3, lines 1 1-41. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because King's teachings would have allowed 
Boothby (*381)'s to accurately and easily keep track of which records were changed, 
added or deleted and ensure that changes are made to a source databases are propagated 
to its target databases and vice versa. 
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Boothby ('381), Kodama do not specifically teach "f) incrementing said second 
modification count to said higher value of said first modification count". However, King 
teaches this limitation at col. 2, lines 1-47. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because King's teachings would have allowed 
Boothby ('381)'s to accurately and easily keep track of which records were changed, 
added or deleted and ensure that changes are made to a source databases are propagated 
to its target databases and vice versa. 

As to step g), Boothby ('381) teaches steps a) through b); Boothby ('381) and 
Kodama teach steps c); King teaches steps d) through f) as described herein above, and 
steps a) through f) are repeated until all of said data records in said source database have 
been processed. 

Boothby ('381), Kodama, King do not specifically teach "h) re-designating said 
second database as said source database and said first database as said target database". 
However, Boothby ('480) teaches this limitation at col. 5, lines 31-63. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Boothby ('480)'s teachings would 
have allowed Boothby ('381)'s to efficiently speed up the synchronization process by 
focusing only on those records which have been affected since the last synchronization. 

Step i) is rejected under same rationale given above to step g), that is, Boothby 
( c 381) teaches steps a) through b); Boothby ('381) and Kodama teach steps c); King 
teaches steps d) through g) as described herein above, and steps a) through g) are 
performed until all of said data records in said source database have been processed. 
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As to claims 5, 15, 25, Boothby ('381) teaches "step c) comprises the steps of: 
clearing said first modification flag" at col. 15, lines 23-34, col. 11, lines 8-19. 

As to claims 6, 16, 26, Boothby ('381) teaches "step c) comprises the steps of: 
creating a new data record in said target database according to said first data record in 
said source database, provided that said first modification flag is set to indicate that said 
first data record is new in said source database and that said first data record does not 
exist in said target database" at col. 15, lines 23-34, col. 11, lines 21-38; 

"clearing said first modification flag" at col. 15, lines 23-34, col. 11, lines 8-19. 

As to claims 7, 17, 27, Boothby ('381) teaches "step c) comprises the step of 
marking said corresponding data record as deleted in said target database, provided that 
said first modification flag is set to indicate that said first data record has been deleted 
from said source database and that said corresponding data record exists and is not 
already marked as deleted in said target database" at col. 8, lines 9-24, col. 12, lines 49- 
65. 

As to claims 8, 18, 28, Boothby ('381) teaches "first database and said second 
database reside in different host systems" at col. 2, line 33 to col. 3, line 58, Abstract. 

7. Claims 9, 10, 19, 20, 29, 30, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Boothby et al. (US Patent No. 6,044,381), in view of Kodama et al. 
(US Patent No. 6,374,262 Bl), in view of King et al. (US Patent No. 6,694,337 Bl), in 
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view of Boothby et al. (US Patent No. 6,532,480 Bl), and further in view of Taivalsaari 
et al. (US Patent No. 6,366,898). 

As to claims 9, 19, 29, Boothby ('381), Kodama, King, Boothby ('480) do not 
explicitly teach "first database resides in a personal digital assistant (PDA)". However, 
Taivalsaari teaches this limitation at col. 2, lines 14-29. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Taivalsaari 's teachings would have 
allowed Boothby ( c 381)'s to create and periodically load a database of classfile on a non 
traditional computer device, such as a PDA. 

As to claims 10, 20, 30, Boothby ('381), Kodama, King, Boothby ('480) do not 
specifically teach "second database resides in a computer system to which a personal 
digital assistant (PDA) can be coupled via a cradle device". However, Taivalsaari 
teaches this limitation at col. 6, lines 30-53. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the cited references because Taivalsaari 's teachings would have 
allowed Boothby (*381)'s to create and periodically load a database of classfile on a non 
traditional computer device, such as a PDA. 

Response to Arguments 
8. Applicant's arguments regarding Boothby and Scott cannot be combined with 
respect to claims 1-30 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 
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Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Miranda Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-41 12. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene, can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax number to this 
Art Unit is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http ://pair-direct.uspto . gov . Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-2 1 7-9 1 97 (toll-free). 

Miranda Le 
January 07, 2005 




